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PARKING AND TRANSIT POLICY STUDY
EXECL JIVE SL~I~IARY

INTRODUCTION
The purpose of the Parking and Transit
Policy Study is:

"To investigate the relationship
between local parking policies and
local transit policies and identify
approaches for coordinating policies
to increase transit use and increase
the cost effectiveness of public
investments in parking and transit."
Seven tasks were developed to
accomplish this purpose.
The efforts
performed in these tasks are documented in
three technical memoranda and sununariz.ed
in this executive summary.
The first technical memorandum contains
a review of literature on parking
management measures. An overview of
parking and transit policies and programs in
four Florida cities--Miami, Orlando, Ft.
Lauderdale, and Ft. Myers--is also presented.
The second technical memorandum evaluates
parking and transit policy coordination in
other states, and in the four Florida cities.
The third technical memorandum identifies
complementary transit and parking policies
and recommends a strategy for
implementation by the appropriate levels of
government.
PROBLEM STATEMENT
When local governments coordinate
parking policies and transit policies, they can
better balance the need to maintain adequate
access to central business districts with the
need to reduce traffic congestion and air
pollution, and increase use of more efficient
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travel modes. However, other factors mav
either complicate the coordination process ~r
diminish the impacts of these coordination
efforts.
The process may be complicated, for
example, by the reluctance of many local
governments to enact strict parking
regulations because of their sensitivity to
suburban development pressure.
Employer-paid parking is an example of
a factor that diminishes the impact of a local
government's coordination efforts. Research
has shown that employer-paid parking
significantly affects solo driving.
Current federal tax policy regarding
parking and transit benefits received by
employees can also diminish the impacts of
a local government's coordination efforts.
These tax policies create an incentive for
solo driving by allowing employers to
provide parking for most Americans as a
tax-free benefit. (If the value of parking
received exceeds $155 per month, the
employee pays tax on the amount above
$155.)
The overall travel market conditions in
Florida are not favorable for transit. These
conditions complicate the coordination
process because transit cannot, in many
areas, efficiently operate at a level of service
that would be competitive with a private
automobile. The market conditions are
measured using such factors as population
and employment density, parking supply, and
parking costs. These factors are illustrated
for several Florida cities and cities outside
the state.
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•

Figure I shows persons per square
mile, which is a measure of
population density.
This factor
positively affects transit ridership. In
other words, densely populated areas
are favorable for transit service.

•

Figure 2 shows the percent of
metropolitan area employment in the
CBD.
This ratio measures the
concentration of employment within
the CBD and indicates the relative
strength of the CBD as a regional
attractor of work trips. A higher
CBD employment concentration is a
condition that favors transit use.
Both population density and CBD
employment concentration are proxy
measures of the degJee of urban
sprawl in an area.

•

Figure 3 shows downtown parking
spaces per employee, a measure of
downtown parking supply. A large
supply of parking is a factor that
favors automobile use, depending
upon the demand for and price of
parking.

•

Figure 4 shows another parking
measure, average unsubsidized
monthly parking rates. These rares
are an overall CBD average for offstreet parking. The rates should be
viewed with caution.
This
information is not generally
available or published In any city;
in many cases, local officials
provided estimates for this study.
Further, the rates do not represent
what is actually paid by parkers, since
most employers subsidize employee

parking costs. Viewed in a broader
context, however, these rates
reasonably show the relative cost
differences among the cities, because
employer subsidization of parking is
common in all areas of the U.S.
Parking rates have a relationship with
transit usage; if parking rates go up,
there is a tendency for automobile
commuters to shift to other modes or
to alter commuting habits (e.g.,
switch to carpooling).
These figures indicate that the travel
market factors in Florida are not as favorable
for transit as they are in some other urban
areas. Population and employment patterns
are dispersed, and parking is plentiful and
relatively inexpensive.
The population
densities of nine of the sixteen Florida cities
in the graph are below the middle values in
the three city size groups. Similarly, more
than half of the Florida cities are below the
middle values for the percent of metropolitan
area employment in the CBD, indicating that
employment is geographically dispersed in
Florida's metropolitan areas. Six of the nine
Florida cities with parking data available
were above the middle value of downtown
parking spaces per downtown employee, and
all (eleven) of the cities with parking cost
data were below the middle of the three city
size groups for average monthly
uosubsidized parking rates.
As a result of these conditions, transit is
at more of a competitive disadvantage than
the automobile in Florida's cities than many
other cities. This is reflected in Figure 5
which shows transit trips per capita.
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FIGURE 1. Persons per Square Mile Within City Limits.
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FIGURE 2. Percent of Metropolitan Area Employment in CBD.
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FIGURE 3. Downtown Parking Spaces per Employee.
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FIGURE 4. Average Monthly Unsubsidized Parking Rates.
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AND T RANSIT

POLICY

A number of issues involving th~
relationship between parking policies and
transit policies were addressed in this study.
Perhaps the most basic issue is whether or
not there is coordination. Other issues
addresse d include employer-paid parking,
federal tax policy, the role of local
governments in parking development, and
how economic development affects parking
and transit policies.
Is There Coordin ation of Parking and
T1'21lsit Policies?

Coordination is a process that includes
establishing "opportunities" to coordinate
policies and then, "carrying-out" or
"implementing" those opportunities. These
coordination opportunities are created by
either formal or informal mechanisms that
bring together those groups responsible for
developing and implementing transit and
Numerous formal
parking policies.
mechanisms exist through federal and state
legislation (e.g., the 1962 Federal Aid
Highwa~ Act that mandated a continuing,
cooperative, and comprehensive planning
process in urbanized areas; the Clean Air Act
of 1992; the State Comprehensive Plan, and
the State Growth Management Act). Local
comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances
also contain mechanisms, which, in effect,
create opportunities for coordination.
Informa l mechani sms are those
established by the actual worlcing
relationships and interactions between
organizations (e.g., the city planning
department, the development community,
and the transit agency) and the persons
within these organizations. The type of
Jun ...·
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relationship that one organization has with
another (e.g., strong, supportive, weak, or
adve~al) is formed by the goals, attitudes,
percepttons, and biases of that organization
and its employees. Another aspect of this
informal mechanism involves local planning
and transit agencies working together to
educate those elected officials who establish
parking and transit policies on the need to
coordinate these policies. These informal
mechanisms generally set the tone of the
In Orlando, for
coordination process.
example, the City Planning Department,
Lynx, the Downtown Orlando Transportation
Management Association, the Downtown
Development Authority, and the Parking
Bureau have established particularly strong
working relationships and l.ines of
communication.
Any problem with coordination or, at
least, the perception of a problem in Florida
tends to result during implementation. This
aspect involves how effectively tran.s it "sells
itselr' (or how well other officials represent
the interests of transit) during coordination
opportunities. The ability of transit to "sell
itself" may largely depend on its negotiating
strength relative to other modes. In other
words, how valuable is transit as a
transportation alternative in CBD access?
The formal mechanisms and good
working arrangements among local
government agencies would seemingly
ensure a strong relationship between parking
policies and transit policies. In Florida's
cities, however, the relationship often
disappears or is severely weakened when
local land use issues are considered. In
other words, any problem with coordination
or, at least, the perception of a problem in
Florida tends to result during implementation
of coordination opportunities. Viewed from
· s
1,.,
'1.~ I. '

rbe perspective of relative negotiating
strength, since transit serves a small
p roportion of downtown person trips
(with the exception of Miami), transit
agencies typically do not have a signiflunt
voice in developing CBD land use and
access policies, in<luding pa rking policies.
Even in Miami, transit officials have little
influence in parking issues other than those
involving park· n·ride and Metrorail and
Metromover parking.
Transit's relatively weak negotiating
strength is largely the result of several
interrelated factors:
(I) the fiscal constraints of transit
agencies,

(2) Florida's prevailing development
patterns,
(3) the influence of employer-paid
parking on mode choice, and
(4) an over supply of parking in
downtown areas.
These factors create an environment that
greatly favors solo driving.
This situation is somewhat of a paradox.
How can Florida's transit agencies influence
parking policies in order to improve mode
share if these agencies are in a relatively
weak negotiating position caused by their
low mode share? Transit could achieve
greater status if public sentiment changes
(i.e., if Floridians become less reliant on
their automobiles) or if cities face a major
crisis that creates a public mandate for
change (e.g., a severe gasoline shortage or
severe air quality problem). These events
are not likely to occur in Florida, at least in
the near term.

Florida c111es need an approach that
consists of innovative market-driven (rather
than regulatory) policies to increase transit's
share of the travel market. Developing
additional coordination opportunities
through formal mechanisms, such as
d e v e l o ping highl y str u c tured
int e r gove rnm e n t al coo rd i n atio n
agreements, are not needed. A regulatory
approach containing Strict parking measures
may discourage development activity in the
CBDs, which would ultimately be counterproductive to efforts to increase transit mode
The state is moving toward
share.
improving the travel market for transit by
addressing dispersed development patterns
through its growth management legislation.
Further, many of Florida's cities have
implemented park-n-ride and ridesharing
programs to better serve low-density
The most significant
suburban areas.
developments that may affect parking and
transit and ridesharing, however, involve
efforts to reduce the extent of employer-paid
parking.
Employer-Pai d Parking
When employers pay the costs of, or
provide employee parking, they subsidize the
total costs of automobile commuting. For
most persons who drive to work, the true
market price of parking would be one of the
largest components of their commuting costs.
As a result, these subsidies can completely
eliminate the price advantage of other, more
efficient modes such as transit and vanpools.
Nwnerous research efforts on parking cost
and commuting habits have reached similar
conclusions that employer-paid parking is
one of the most important factors influencing
solo driving. Research has shown that, for
most commuters, free parking would be a
larger financial incentive to drive alone than
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free gasoline. In a 1990 study involving
employer-paid parking in Los Angeles, it
was estimated that the average daily parking
subsidy for the 50,000 solo drivers in
downtown Los Angeles was $3.87 (or 10.8
cents per mile), while other passenger car
variable costs (e.g., gas and oil) totaled only
8.4 cents per mile. The benefit of employerpaid parking is so great that the federal
gasoline tax would have to be raised from 14
cents to $2.29 per gallon (a sixteen-fold
increase!) to offset the parking subsidy of
an average Los Angeles worktrip.
The extent of employer-paid parking in
the U.S. is significant. Statistics from the
1990 National Personal Transportation
Survey indicate that approximately 90
percent of those who drive to work park for
free, due to employer-paid or -provided
parking. The national experience involving
employer-paid parking is similar to the
Florida experience. Surveys in Orlando, Ft.
Myers, and Miami indicate that 81 percent,
71 percent, and 50 percent, respectively, of
those who drive to work in the CBDs park
for free. (The national average is higher
because it includes parking in suburban
employment locations, where more of the
parking is provided free than in CBDs.) For
those who do pay, the unsubsidized parking
rates in Florida's cities are among the lowest
of similar size U.S. cities.
Several approaches could be used to
offset or eliminate employer-paid parking.
For example, employees could be assessed a
parking tax or surcharge at their parking
facility, or employees could also be taxed on
the value of parking received (employees are
now taxed on the value of parking that
exceeds $155 per month, but no employees
within Florida live in areas where parking
costs are that high). Strategies designed to
increase what the employee pays for parking,
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however, will be highly controversial given
the degree to which free parking has now
come to be expected by most employees.
One alternative that has received much
attention recently is a parking cash-out or
travel allowance option. In a parking cashout program, employers that provide
employee parking must also provide
employees with an option to receive a direct
cash payment equivalent to the value of
parking less appropriate payroll taxes or a
direct transit or rideshare subsidy. The
employee would use the cash to pay carpool
or vanpool expenses or public transit fares.
Tax Treatment of Parking and Transit
Subsidies
The federal government's tax treatment of
parking and transit subsidies creates a
financial incentive to commute by
automobile. Presently, the U.S. Internal
Revenue Code has direct tax implications for
employer-provided parking and transit
subsidies, as shown in Figure 6a. First,
employer-paid parking is a tax deductible
business expense for the employer. Second,
it is a tax-exempt benefit for employees
provided the value of parking does not
exceed $155 per month. If the value of
parking exceeds the cap, employees are
taxed only on the increment above the $15 5
per month limit
Practically speaking,
however, very few employees are subject to
paying any tax (probably none in Florida)
because parking costs in most cities are
below the cap. The tax code that established
this cap also provides a tax exemption of
employer-paid mass transit and rideshare
benefits up to $60 per month.
The tax-exempt status of employer-paid
parking is a major reason that free and
inexpensive parking is so prevalent in many

Pal!C I0

FIG UR E 6a. Federal Tax Policy on Parking.
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U.S. cities. From the employer standpoint,
it is less expensive to pay an employee's
parking costs than to compensate those costs
with a salary increase.
Providing
compensation of parking costs in the form of
a pay raise increases the employee •s base
salary, which increases the liability of the
employer for social security, workers•
compensation, and pension contributions.
The employee would also incur higher taxes
and other deductions, such as social security.
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facilities in CBDs primarily to supplement
municipal revenue. A goal of parking
revenue maximization, however, is one
that is difficult to balance with the goals
of reducing traffic congestion and air
poUution, and supporting transit usageImpacts of Parking Constraints
Economic Development

on

The development decision is complex and
influenced by a multitude of factors ranging
from ease of land assembly to favorable
financial arrangements. In this context, the
provision of parking does not appear to play
a central role in development decisions, but
can play a significant supporting role. From
a developer's standpoint, three ingredients
must be present for the success of a new
project:

Revising the tax code to eliminate or
reduce the deductibility of parking costs by
the employer and reducing the $15 5 per
month tax-exempt cap for employees are two
alternatives for lessening the code's
incentives for solo driving (Figure 6b).
Extending the tax-exemption to the cash outtravel allowance should also improve the
effectiveness of this alternative because solodrivers would receive a greater cash
incentive. Proponents of the cash outprogram stress that the actual receipt of cash
by the employee is a feature that reinforces
the fact that parking has a reward cost. This
perception would motivate more commuters
to shift from solo driving than those who
would shift if the employer provided a direct
payment of rideshare or transit costs.

Two of these ingredients, economic
feasibility and location, are affected by
municipal parking policies.

Should local governments develop
parking facilities or should development be
left to market forces? Local governments
decide to develop parking for a variety of
reasons. A primary reason is to establish
greater control over the location and supply
of downtown parking so that a certain degree
of access to the downtown is maintained.
Local governments also view their
involvement as necessary in order to create
a downtown environment that can compete
for development activity.
Some local
governments develop and manage parking

Meyer and McShane indicate that those
cities that have achieved an undefined
"threshold value" of activity density are
likely to be attractive for certain kinds of
development regardless of whether or not
additional parking can be provided to
support them. These are likely to be areas
where reasonable alternative access modes
have been developed in advance or have
good prospects of being implemented within
a reasonable timeframe. In urban areas
where threshold activity density is not found
and alternative access opportunities are

(!) economic feasibility,
(2) proper location, and
(3) the proper timing of the project
development.

scarce, supply controls may
threaten economic development.

seriously

This "threshold value" is not easily
defined, but it may be possible to identify
characteristics that typify cities that have
achieved this value. These characteristics
may include the presence and quantities of
certain types of development, such as
govenunent offices, court houses, intercity
transportation
facilities,
museums,
performing arts centers, sportS facilities,
universities, retail districts, restaurants, parks,
and convention centers.
Whether any of Florida's c1tJes have
achieved this threshold value of development
activity is uncertain. While Miami clearly is
more developed than other Florida cities and
is the only rail city in the state, several
officials in Miami expressed concern over
the intense competition from subwban
locations for development activity.
Representatives of the development
community in Miami and in other Florida
cities also spoke of the intense development
compcllllon between downtowns and
suburban locations. In all of Florida's cities,
with the possible exception of Miami where
the viewpoints were varied,
these
representatives expressed their perceptions
that transit cannot presently provide an
equivalent level of service as the private
automobile, and that transit cannot always be
depended on for long-term access needs
because service is volatile and impermanent
(i.e., funding is uncertain and routes and
schedules can change). As a result, they
view that strict regulatory parking controls
(e.g., strict pricing and supply measures)
would certainly have negative consequences
on downtown development activity.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
This section of the report presents the
recommended complementary parking and
transit policies.
The recommendations
involve pricing, taxes, zoning, land use, and
TOM. The recommendations also include
specific actions to be performed by the
various levels of government--local, state,
and federal.

Parking Policies
Pricing
•

Differential Pricing - FOOT should
recommend that local governments
adopt pricing strategies that provide
incentives for carpools and vanpools,
and discourage long-term parking in
the central core of CBDs.

Parking Taxes
•

Reduce Cap on Ta.x-Exempt
Pa rking Subsidy - FOOT should
assist in any national efforts to
reduce the $ 155 per month cap on
employer-subsidized parking.

Zoning
•

Req uire Parking Ma.x imums a nd
Flexible Minimums for New
Developments - FOOT should
coordinate with Department of
Community Affairs {DCA) in an
effort to encourage those Florida
cities with parking minimwns only
to adopt parking maximums and
flexible parking minimums.
Flexibility would be based on
developer support of transit and
ridesharing programs. Since parking
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requirements depend largely on local
conditions, FOOT should provide
technical support m defining
appropriate maximums for cities
that request assistance.

percentages of des ignated
carpoollvanpool spaces.
Land Usc
•

Develop and Promote Joint-Use
Park-n-Ride Facilities - FOOT
should seek opportunities to place or
participate with the private sector in
developing park-n-ride facilities in
suburban sites that contain uses that
normally generate before-work, midday, and after-work trips. Examples
of uses include child day care,
pharmacies, grocery stores, banks,
and other retail.

•

Encounge Tnnsit Authorities to
seek Greater Involvement in the
Local Land Use Planning Process Coordination between land use and
public transit can occur during
development of comprehensive plan
policies, zoning ordinances, the
review of building/site plans, and in
siting public facilities and
institutions (especially those that are
patronized by the transit dependent)
in areas served by transit. Yet,
participation does not guarantee that
public transit's interests are
considered; transit officials must be
active lobbyists in this process.
High-level transit officials who are
knowledgeable in land use should
represent the transit authority in the
land use planning process.

Land Use
•

Discounge Local Government
Development of CBD Parking For
the Primary Purpose of Revenue
Generation - Although revenue
from municipal parking facilities
may be an important revenue source
for cities, it is difficult to balance
the goals of revenue maximization
with goals of reducing traffic
congestion, improving air quality,
and supporting public transit.

Transit Policies
Taxes
•

Promote Federal Tax-Exemption
of Tnvel Allowances - FOOT
should coordinate with the
Governor's Office, the state's transit
agencies, and other groups and join
existing efforts to secure changes in
the Internal Revenue Code that
would make cash travel allowances
tax-exempt

Zoning
•

Require Preferential Parking
Treatments for Shared-Ride
Vehicles - FOOT should coordinate
with DCA in an effort to encourage
Florida cities to revise parking
requirements of commercial/office
developments to include minimum

Tnnsportation Demand Management
•

Implement Employer Travel
Allowance Demonstntion ProjectFOOT should develop and/or seek
federal funding for this project

involving selected major employers
in several Florida cities. Local
TMAs could identify candidate
employers for the project and could
assist the employers in implementing
the program. FDOT should monitor
the results of the program.
•

Adopt Local Trip Reduction
Ordinanc es With Tra vel
Allowance Feature - Flexibility in
working with the private sector is
Public ordinances
important.
requiring one strategy are not
Therefore,
politically feasible.
FOOT should recommend that local
governments adopt trip reduction
ordinances that may have travel
allowances as one menu option.

•

Multi-Modal Transportatio n Pass
A multi-modal
P rogram
transportation pass would enable
commuters to interchangeably utilize
parking, transit, and vanpooling.
The pass would entitle a person to
use any mode to and from work at
its monthly discounted rate. In this
way, a person who normally
purchases monthly parking can use
transit on random days Without
incurring additional costs for this
second mode. This eliminates the
need for commuters to drive every
day in order to make the initi.al
monthly investment in parking cost
effective. Commuters could use a
debit-type card (i.e., a card with
magneticall y encoded user
infonnation) and purchase in
advance, or be billed monthly, for
parking, transit, or vanpool costs.

Alternatively, the pass program
could work in conjunction with the
travel all o wanc e program.
Employees would be given a debit
card and a monthly transportation
allowance. Employees who solo
commute and park everyday would
use the allotment and be required to
"pay out" some of the expenses at
Those
the end of the month.
employees who use transit or
rideshare several times a month
break even, and those using
alternative modes more frequently
would receive cash back at the end
of the month. A demonstration
project on this concept is currently
underway in southern California
The project is expected to be
completed in April 1994.
Since this is a new concept, the
FDOT should evaluate its possible
implementation and consider
developing a demonstration program
in a city that owns a significant
amount of downtown parking, such
as Miami or Orlando.
•

Support Strengthening Commuter
Msistance Programs and, Where
Appropriate, F ormation of a TMA
in Those Urbanized Areas
Currently Without One - The
f lorida TMAs have been largely
successful in, at least, the initial
education of commuters and
employers of altemative commute
options. Their abiliry to cause mode
shifting bas been made difficult by a
combination of factors, including
free and highly-subsidized parking,
and an oversupply of parking in
CBDs due to lower than expected

development (which is related to the
recession and continued suburban
development). The FDOT should
continue supporting local efforts to
develop commuter assistance
programs and the formation of
TMAs in urbanized areas currently
without one.

CONCLUSION
The recommended policies contained in
this report are included because they are
most suited for Florida's urban areas. These
policies do not include drastic parking
management measures because such
measures would most certainly jeopardize
development opportunities in these areas,
which would further encourage dispersed,
suburban development. Perhaps the most
important recommendations involve
countering the effects of employer-paid
parking through a transportation allowance
program.
Properly implemented, this
program could significantly shift solo drivers
to ridesharing and decrease commuting with
relatively little effort.

